Piven and Cloward's (1971) thesis on the role of welfare in western capitalist societies lies at the center of the debate over the welfare explosion of the late 1960s and early 1970s in the United States. According to Piven and Cloward, the historical role of public-welfare has been one of cyclical expansion and contraction in response to the alternating needs of the state for political stability and acceptance of lowwage work by the poor. During times of political stability, public welfare primarily functions to enforce on the poor the work norm of selfsufficiency by restricting access to aid. During periods of unrest among the poor, public welfare functions largely to promote political stability by easing the poor's access to aid. In the 1960s the growing political unrest of poor blacks escalated into over 160 major riots between 1965 and 1968 (Feagin and Hahn, 1973) and prompted the dramatic rise in welfare recipients in the late 1960s and early 1970s (Piven and Cloward, 1971:222-47) .
Various researchers have provided empirical support for the relationship between civil disorder and welfare growth in the late 1960s (Betz, 1974; Jennings, 1979; Isaac and Kelly, 1981) . Critics, however, have rejected this thesis upon finding no relationship between riottorn cities and increases in welfare (Durman, 1973; Albritton, 1979) . Our analysis seeks to resolve these conflicting findings. We provide evidence supportive of the hypothesis that the welfare explosion was in part the result of a A TWO-STEP PROCESS From one perspective, the relationship between civil disorder and welfare growth was indirect rather than direct. Frequent and intense rioting in certain cities contributed to national changes in welfare policy which led to welfare growth in all cities (Piven and Cloward, 1979:1012; Isaac and Kelly, 1981:1259) . We augment this perspective with the possibility that the states most wracked by rioting most actively implemented these changes. Therefore, we suggest that the relationship between civil disorder and welfare growth was both direct and indirect.
For several reasons, we focus our analysis on the growth in the number of families receiving Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC). During the 1960s, this program had the broadest coverage and was the most expensive of all programs, for the poor. It was also the welfare program most strongly associated with the poor, black underclass which was implicated in the disorder of the 1960s (Albritton, 1983). For both the national and state gov-.ernments, the structure of AFDC made it convenient as a means of quelling disorder. Since its inception AFDC has been a nationalstate program for which the national government sets basic guidelines and provides at least half of the funding. It represented an income Although several of these national policy changes began before 1969, most, if not all of them, were not pushed by the national government until the rioting had already peaked. All of these changes represented broad revisions in policy which required each stat& to implement them evenly throughout its jurisdiction. Therefore, it is reasonable to suggest that the national government liberalized AFDC in response to the riots and once it did so, riot-torn states actively implemented these general policy changes throughout their jurisdictions.
Although there may have been a relationship between civil disorder and other social welfare programs, in most instances this was not the case, and in other instances the relationship is difficult to document. Many of these programs, such as Unemployment Compensation, were not of direct relevance to the poor black underclass. Other programs, such as Medicaid, which were relevant to this population, were new, thereby creating the possibility of mistakenly attributing growth rates common to new programs to the disorder of the 1960s. Finally, other relevant programs, such as Food Stamps, were to be fundamentally transformed and expanded in coverage during the late 1960s and early 1970s, thereby making study of the relationship between their growth and civil disorder impossible (Rodgers, 1979:82-117). In sum, government's response to the civil disorder of the 1960s may have been in part, but not exclusively, a two-step process of the national government liberalizing AFDC and the states most wracked by rioting most actively implementing those changes.
THE NEED THESIS
The welfare explosion cannot be explained by the major alternative thesis that welfare expanded to meet increasing needs.' Poor blacks who migrated out of the south to the north I Gr0nbjerg (1977) argues that the welfare explosion was largely attributable to an increasingly liberal commitment by our society to according welfare to all who needed it. For a critique of this perspective, see Schram and Turbett (1983). increasingly found unemployment and a need for welfare (Beardwood, 1968; Patterson, 1981) . This process, however, began after World War II, and sharp increases in the welfare rolls were not registered until the latter half of the 1960s (Piven-and Cloward,, 1971) . Nor can the dramatic growth in the rolls be explained by increases in poor black, femaleheaded families accompanying the black migration to northern cities (Moynihan, 1965 (Lurie, 1968) .
In any case, the idea that increases in poor black female-headed families translate directly into increases in the AFDC rolls is fundamentally misleading, for it assumes that eligible poor families automatically apply and get accepted for AFDC. This hardly was and still is not the case, although application rates of poor people for AFDC increased in the late 1960s and early 1970s (Doolittle et al., 1977 (1969) (1970) and the first three years (1969-1972) immediately following the riot period. As we have mentioned, 1969-1970 is the year of unprecedented AFDC growth; it is also the first full year after the most intense rioting by the poor in the 1960s and the first year after the national government took a series of dramatic steps to liberalize the poor's access to welfare. For these reasons, it merits our attention. We examine AFDC growth for 1969 to 1972 because it measures such growth from the time the national government liberalized access to AFDC in the wake of intense rioting until the AFDC rolls began to level off. We measure growth as 6 We recognize that expenditures are a crude measure of effort by community action programs to increase services to the poor; however, no other measures are at our disposal and state community action expenditures per poor person do correlate well in our state data (r = .52) with increases from 1969 to 1972 in the number of families receiving AFDC per, 1000 poor families. the increase in the number of families receiving AFDC per 1000 poor families.7 Table 1 The multiple regression results in Table 1 , however, are insufficient by themselves to substantiate the two-step hypothesis. For instance, should our multiple regression equations produce similar results, indicating a relationship between rioting and welfare growth for a period preceding 1969, then we could not conclude that riot-torn states were more likely than other states to increase their welfare rolls only after the national government had liberalized AFDC in 1969. In other words, it may be that riot-torn states tended to have higher welfare increases than other states for reasons other than variations in state reactions to national welfare policy changes. Table 2 casts doubt on this possibility by indicating that variations of state welfare growth during the period of intense rioting (1965) (1966) (1967) (1968) were unrelated to the frequency and intensity of rioting but were related to a number of other factors.9 The results in Table 2 lend some support to the idea that riot-torn states were likely to undergo welfare growth more so than other states only after the na- tional government liberalized welfare policy in 1969, after the period of intense rioting (and not before). Additional support for this two-step process can be gleaned from Table 3 , which shows that the frequency and severity of rioting in a state in any one year were most often not good predictors of welfare growth the following year. Only the severity of rioting in 1965 was related to welfare growth the following year, and this relationship may be the product of the fact that a small number of states (5) suffered a few intense riots in 1965, and these states tended to be states which were undergoing above average welfare growth at that time. Although we have evidence indicating that rioting in 1965 was directly related to welfare growth the following year, the data in Table 3 generally lend support to the idea that rioting was not directly related to AFDC increases until after the national government liberalized the program in 1969.
The relationships we found between the frequency and intensity of rioting and welfare 8 Isaac and Kelly (1981) found in their examination of national data that the frequency rather than the severity of rioting in the nation in any one year was the better indicator of national welfare growth in the subsequent year. 9 Comparing the unstandardized b's for AFDC growth 1960-1964 in Tables 1 and 2 reveals that state variations in welfare growth for 1%5-1%8 were tied to variations in growth for 1%0-1964, but state variations in welfare growth after the rioting were not. This shift suggests that something occurred to alter the 1960-1%8 pattern of welfare growth. These data buttress our argument that the states most wracked by rioting tended to have the largest AFDC roll growth only after the period of intense rioting and only after the national government liberalized the program in 1%9. 
